ABSTRACT: Although the impact of conflicting interests is of constant concern to those in legal education and other fields, a recent scholarly article and an extensive analysis in the New York Times suggest the problem is more pressing than ever. In the context of legal scholarship the problem arises when a professor is, in effect, employed by two entities. Disclosure of possible conflicts is the most commonly proposed response. The article argues that disclosure is merely a risk shifting devise that does not fully address the issue of bias. It draws on comparisons with products liability and legal ethics to suggest that many conflicts should simply be avoided.
INTRODUCTION
Although the impact of conflicting interests is a constant concern for those in legal education and other annexed fields, a recent scholarly article 1 and an extensive analysis in the New York Times 2 suggest the problem is more pressing than ever. In the context of legal scholarship the problem arises when a professor is, in effect, employed by two entities. One of these employers, the academy, and the broader profession in which it is positioned, academia, have legitimate expectations of true scholarly work that reflects open-mindedness and objectivity with respect to topic selection, analysis, and positions taken, if
any. 3 In this context, the goal for the professor/scholar is to discover truths, inconvenient and otherwise. 4 In effect, the professor is comparable to the employee of a think tank.
The other employer, the retaining firm in which expertise is sold to those with relatively deep pockets, certainly places great importance on clear thinking but, ultimately and most often, has a desired end result in mind that may shape the efforts and expressions of the professor. The goals of the academy and the desires of retaining firms are in conflict at least some of the time. Professors facing such conflicts are advised that resolution can occur by † Professors of Law, Levin College of Law, University of Florida. 3 An example is found in the University of Florida regulations:(d) Statement on Professional Ethics. l. The professor, guided by a deep conviction of the worth and dignity of the advancement of knowledge, recognizes the special responsibilities devolving upon members of the profession. The professor's primary responsibility to his or her field is to seek and to state the truth as he or she sees it. To this end, the professor devotes himself or herself to developing and improving his or her scholarly competence. The professor accepts the obligation to exercise critical selfdiscipline and judgment in using, extending and transmitting knowledge. The professor must never seriously hamper or compromise anyone's freedom of inquiry. 4 This is in accord with every dictionary definition of "scholar."
The authors use the generic heading, "Introduction," to introduce the present study and guide readers' expectations.
In the opening two paragraphs, the authors, Harrison and Mashburn, make topic generalizations and summarize relevant studies in a literature review. These are two common moves writers make in research article introductions.
The authors use the imperative "see" to direct readers to another relevant study.
the context of faculty scholarship, this means disclosing to readers any and all information that would assist a reader in assessing the reliability of the scholar's work.
This solution is inadequate for several reasons. First, the notion that one may be sufficiently mindful of a conflict to offset its negative effects (some of which may be very subtle) is flawed because it fails to account adequately for the impact of optimism bias. The mindfulness approach assumes that professors can "cure" such conflicts and prevent them from having an impact on their scholarship by consciously paying attention to the possibility that conflicts are, in fact, having an impact on their research and publication. The ability to perceive the danger of an impact, however, will in many cases be clouded by an unconscious bias that will lead the scholar to believe that such effects are either, not occurring or are under his/her control. Any approach to conflicts that relies excessively or exclusively upon self-policing will suffer from this problem.
Second, reliance upon disclosure as a cure seems to excuse the scholar from responsibility for the effects of the conflict simply because the reader has been forewarned. The ethical and practical implications of an easy out for the scholar are troubling. The burden of conforming to the academy's scholarly 5 See A.A.L.S. Statement of Good Practices by Law Professors in the Discharge of their Ethical and Professional Responsibilities: "A law professor shall disclose the material facts relating to receipt of direct or indirect payment for, or any personal economic interest in, any covered activity that the professor undertakes in a professorial capacity. A professor is deemed to possess an economic interest if the professor or an immediate family member may receive a financial benefit from participation in the covered activity. Disclosure is not required for normal academic compensation, such as salary, internal research grants, and honoraria and compensation for travel expenses from academic institutions, or for book royalties. Disclosure is not required for funding or an economic interest that is sufficiently modest or remote in time that a reasonable person would not expect it to be disclosed. Disclosure of material facts should include: (1) the conditions imposed or expected by the funding source on views expressed in any future covered activity; and (2) the identity of any funding source, except where the professor has provided legal representation to a client in a matter external to legal scholarship under circumstances that require the identity to remain privileged under applicable law. If such a privilege prohibits disclosure the professor shall generally describe the interest represented. A law professor shall also disclose the fact that views or analysis expressed in any covered activity were espoused or developed in the course of either paid or unpaid representation of or consultation with a client when a reasonable person would be likely to see that fact as having influenced the position taken by the professor. Disclosure is not required for representation or consultation that is sufficiently remote in time that a reasonable person would not expect it to be disclosed. Disclosure should include the identity of any client, where practicable and where not prohibited by the governing Code or Rules of Professional Conduct. If such Code or the Rules prohibit a professor from revealing the identity of the client, then the professor shall generally describe the client or interest represented or both." http://washburnlaw.edu/facultystaff/otherpolicies/aalsgoodpractices.html
The writers punctuate their argument with a parenthetical aside to address readers directly, which enhances the writerreader relationship.
In the next two paragraphs, the authors establish a research gap by highlighting problems or questions arising from current practices.
The authors use an attitude marker to align themselves with a value position and convey their stance in relation to the subject matter. 4 ideal should, as a normative matter, stay with the scholar because it is an essential component of his/her academic job and at the heart of the scholarly function. The obligation to avoid conflicts and their negative effects should also stay with the scholar because the cumulative effect of the widespread abdication of responsibility for addressing conflicts through easy out disclosures will, as a practical matter, result in available research being less reliable. As serious as these problems are, however, they are not the core problem with the disclosure approach.
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This essay addresses the problem which is whether shifting the risk of conflicted scholarship to those who pay the scholar's salary and to the consumers of his or her is work is appropriate. The disclosure approach essentially shifts the risk of those conflicts to readers, listeners, and to academic employers who have reasonable expectations of objective and openminded scholarship. Notably, by shifting the risk in this manner, the professor is then able to serve two masters (and collect two paychecks).
In the next section, we will discuss the sources of conflicts and we will note that many are not avoidable, but some are. These "moonlighting"
activities can prove to be intellectually and financially rewarding for scholars.
In section III we will examine other instances --products liability and legal ethics --in which disclosure is and is not regarded as sufficient as sufficient to address "conflicted" scholarship and compare those with the standards in academia. Next, we will search for a rationale, other than self-interest, for the approach taken in academia. The final section argues that the "disclosure as risk-shifting" approach is flawed because it does not have an apparent or articulated rationale, but instead seems to reason backwards from a conclusion that dual employment and compensation should be facilitated and justified. We conclude that, in general, scholars should make a choice between scholarly integrity and accepting payment above expenses for efforts outside that sphere.
6 A third possibility is that the availability of paid opportunities outside the academy may influence the fields pursued and teaching preferences inside the academy.
The authors occupy the research gap that they earlier established by announcing their present research: "This essay addresses the problem."
The writers, Harrison and Mashburn, indicate the structure of the research article through the use of forecasts, for example, "In the next section" and "the final section."
The authors emphasize readers' social-professional responsibility to apply research-attested knowledge in practice. By using the first-person plural pronoun "We" followed by the obligation modal "should," the authors include readers and themselves in this recommendation.
Harrison and Mashburn announce their principal findings. may thus become more akin to clients, rather than scholars.
AMBITION BASED
In the academic setting scholarship can have two purposes. One is to convey information. The other one is to convey information about the author. These two objectives may seem inseparable but for the ambitious law professor (or one merely seeking to qualify for tenure), there can be a difference. In addition, authors write for a number of audiences. These include second or 7 The perfect scholars would be free of biases of any kind. This is, of course, an impossible ideal and probably not uniformly desirable. 8 One of the authors comes from a lower socioeconomic class and struggled for years about whether to write an article that assessed the impact of limiting terminable at will employment after realizing that some of the cost of the change would be borne by those the changes was generally thought to benefit. The article was writtenand was followed by letter questioning the author's motives. 6 third year students on law reviews, professors to whom the work may be referred and, finally, the general public which includes attorneys and judges.
An untenured scholar is in a difficult position. In some areas of legal scholarship, such as, for example, antitrust, 9 and environmental law, 10 particular approaches and viewpoints dominate. This dominance produces a priori assumptions and accepted "truths." Young scholars write with the awareness that their work must be reviewed by other law professors, many of whom will likely be adherents to the dominant approach. Thus, particularly early in their careers, scholars may shape their work to appease reviewing professors whom they fear will be too quick to examine whether the young scholar has adhered to known the "truths" of a prevailing approach or dominant viewpoint. One concern is that the works of scholars who do not conform to prevailing viewpoints will be subjected to greater and more negative scrutiny than works that, in effect, "preach to the choir." In this way, The word "truths" is enclosed in quotation marks to indicate that truth is relative, rather than absolute.
The phrase, "preach to the choir," is surrounded by quotation marks (in contrast to the preceding example) to mark the phrase as idiomatic. 
AVOIDABLE
The sources of possible conflicts that are usually the subject of concern are those that are avoidable, or perhaps, more accurately, invited. For law professors, these sources of conflict range from representing clients to serving as expert witnesses, 13 being of-counsel to law firms, or simply consulting about specific legal issues. 14 In all of these cases, the danger becomes more serious if the activity takes place at a level sufficient to affect the lifestyle of the professor.
It is important to keep in mind at this point that the relevant question for purposes of this inquiry is whether the outside activity will come into conflict the professor's work as a scholar. Another way to ask the question is to access whether any of the scholar's outside activities has an impact on the topic selected, the methodology employed, the expression of the results, or the credibility of the scholar.
In the case of the scholar/expert witness, there are numerous safeguards -opposing experts, cross-examination -to protect the audience of the actual testimony. On the other hand, positions taken as a scholar definitely affect the marketability of the professor as expert. Anyone who has been contacted to act as a potential expert knows that his or her research will be examined very closely to determine whether he or she has written anything that could be construed as inconsistent with the position taken as an expert.
The authors avoid complete commitment to their proposition by using the hedge "perhaps.".
The authors remind readers of the research article's purpose.
Harrison and Mashburn use the booster "definitely" to express certainty.
The authors appeal to shared knowledge and ask readers to recognize this statement as accepted fact ("of course"). In so doing, the authors strengthen writer-reader solidarity. Although the "of counsel" designation is variable and encompasses several types of relationships, from an ethical perspective: 15 The authors' perspectives are informed by their own past experiences as expert witnesses and consultants. One recalls an instance in which he was coauthoring an article in the field of antitrust and was cautioned against mentioning possible anticompetitive conduct in a particular industry because participants in that industry were prospective customers for expert services. 16 BRAND NAME PRESCRIPTION DRUGS ANTITRUST LITIGATION, 1999 WL 33889(N.D. Illinois, 1999).
The words "of counsel" are surrounded by quotation marks to indicate legal terminology.
The authors position readers and influence interpretation by explicitly encouraging readers to take a particular stance: "It is important to keep in mind."
In this footnote, the authors demonstrate that their arguments stem from research as well as professional experience. This means that for conflicts of interest purposes, the clients of the firm are the clients of lawyers affiliated as "of counsel." Consequently, law professors who are "of counsel" may not view themselves as having clients, but, at least for some purposes, they do. Among the duties lawyers owe to their clients are duties of loyalty, confidentiality, and, most significantly, conflicts-avoidance.
The affiliation with a firm may mean that scholarship that takes a position contrary to the retaining or "of counsel" firm's clients may potentially generate conflicts (or at the very least, some concerns about whether the firm's clients will be displeased). Once that is the product being sold, it is a small step to lowering the quality of the product by producing scholarship that would dilute this expertise. The authors use a hedge ("possible") to present information as plausible rather than factual and thereby offer readers an opportunity to consider and perhaps even dispute or disagree with the claim.
The writers promote the writer-reader relationship and reader engagement by using the booster "of course" to advance shared knowledge
The authors enclose "go to" in quots to mark the term as idiomatic. 
DISCLOSURE IN OTHER CONTEXTS
It is instructive to compare disclosure by legal scholars with comparable practices in other contexts. For example, the purchase of a product that carries a warning label -a form of disclosure -can be viewed as form of informed 18 Feldman et. al., supra note 1, p. 339.
The authors use the nonfactive reporting verb "write" to indicate a lack of support for the position advanced in the quoted proposition. Subsequently, the authors dispute the quoted claim.
Note that the published text contains an editorial mark: the word "for" is struck through yet remains. This demonstrates that even published edited writing may contain mechanical and grammatical disfluencies. This is worth noting because, while authors and editors strive for a "clean" copy, they are most concerned arguments and evidence. Note also that the editorial mark does not obscure or detract from the knowledge contribution.
(implied) consent. 19 In the context of legal representation in some cases, informed consent may permit the formation of an attorney client relationship even where there are potential conflicts. Of course, in both regimes there are times when disclosure and consent, whether express or implied, is not enough to fully protect the less informed party and the transaction is not permitted.
The question is where disclosure by scholars falls? Is it sufficient to alert readers to the possible biases or should those who aspire to be scholars simply avoid conflicts?
PRODUCTS LIABILITY
In the context of manufactured products, the issue is when a manufacturer can escape liability by noting a dangerous aspect of the product. This may not seem to fit the think tank context but in fact it does. In both cases the conflict is financial. In the case of the profit maximizing producer, the product could be made safe but it is not in the producer's profit maximizing interests. In the think tank context, the consequences are also financial. Here too the scholarly output could be made safe in the sense of being unaffected but that is not in the self-interest of the scholars.
In theory, disclosure that a product may be dangerous makes the most sense when the cost of avoiding harm is lower for the consumer than it would be for the manufacturer and others who would be affected. In particular, it is important to weigh the impact on those negatively affected by barring the marketing of the product altogether. 20 For example, small toys can be harmful to children below a certain age who like to put things in their mouths.
Presumably a responsible parent realizing this, will not allow children below a certain age to have access to toys with small components. Unfortunately this is not always the case but the solution is to remove the warning and not to market toys that might be ingested. Although it is difficult to place values on human life, if forced to do so 21 the cost of eliminating the harm completely likely exceeds the cost of parental attention that either keeps young children 19 It most, thought, it is consent to some probability of harm. Whether it is rational to consent in this instances can be subject to various biases. The automobile buyer is, thus, like the reader of scholarship in that he or she is ill-equipped to assess risk of bias.
LEGAL REPRESENTATION
A similar pattern emerges in the context of the handling of conflicts of interest under attorneys' rules of professional responsibility and related bodies of law. The words "curing," and "informed" are surrounded by quotation marks to indicate legal terminology. Significantly, the focus is not on facilitating the attorney's desire to represent as many clients as possible.
Disclosure and consent in this context assume the role of a warning label in the example of products liability. In effect, the client is viewed as being sufficiently informed to bear any risks of associated with possible conflicts. In addition, there may be advantages to the client in not applying the unconsentable conflict rule. For example, suppose two brothers ask a lawyer to represent both of them in their effort to purchase a restaurant. One of them is a chef; the other has money for the purchase price; both will sign a guarantee on a required loan. With fully informed consent (which would include explaining how their interests might diverge and that the lawyer may not be able to keep information one of them tells him from the other), the lawyer may represent both brothers. 29 Similarly, a couple may wish to obtain an amicable dissolution of their marriage. In many instances, a lawyer may, in some circumstances, represent both parties in the negotiation of the property settlement to be submitted to the court in the proceeding. . 30 See RESTATEMENT (THIRD) OF THE LAW GOVERNING LAWYERS § 122 illus. 8 (2000).This illustration is subject to exceptions and qualifications that vary significantly from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.
The authors directly address readers through a parenthetical aside to add clarification and thus promote the writer-reader relationship.
When disclosure and consent are not sufficient, the conflict is thus deemed "unconsentable", 31 and representation is not permitted. In the products liability context this is comparable to either removing a product from the market or permitting its sale only if the product is modified. 32 Three types of unconsentable conflicts are relevant here. One is the direct adversity-positional variety. For example two parties vying for the same broadcast license could not be represented by the same lawyer. 33 In another type of scenario, a relationship with a prior or concurrent client may make it impossible to disclose enough information to result "informed consent." 34 Finally, under the applicable standards dual representation is not permitted, even with consent if no objectively reasonable lawyer would conclude that he or she in this instance could provide competent and diligent representation to both parties. 35 In these situations, no amount of disclosure will cure the conflict.
COMPARING A.A.L.S. "BEST PRACTICES"
It is illustrative to compare what it takes to cure a conflict with consent under products liability law and legal ethics with the treatment of consent under the
Association of American Law Schools (hereinafter A.A.L.S.) "Best Practices."
The comparison is startling. In products liability law and under the legal ethics rules when disclosure is not sufficient to protect the purchaser or the client, 31 Comment to MR 1.7 Comment [28] . Whether a conflict is consentable depends on the circumstances. For example, a lawyer may not represent multiple parties to a negotiation whose interests are fundamentally antagonistic to each other, but common representation is permissible where the clients are generally aligned in interest even though there is some difference in interest among them. Thus, a lawyer may seek to establish or adjust a relationship between clients on an amicable and mutually advantageous basis; for example, in helping to organize a business in which two or more clients are entrepreneurs, working out the financial reorganization of an enterprise in which two or more clients have an interest or arranging a property distribution in settlement of an estate. The lawyer seeks to resolve potentially adverse interests by developing the parties' mutual interests. Otherwise, each party might have to obtain separate representation, with the possibility of incurring additional cost, complication or even litigation. Given these and other relevant factors, the clients may prefer that the lawyer act for all of them. 32 A further analogy can be found the case of the Food and Drug Administration and finding that pharmaceuticals can be marketed as safe and effective but with warning labels as opposed to drugs that are not approved at all. 33 RESTATEMENT (THIRD) OF THE LAW GOVERNING LAWYERS § 21 illus. 1 (2000). 34 MODEL RULES OF PROF'L CONDUCT R. 1.7 (e), cmt. 19 (Discussion Draft 1983).] Under some circumstances it may be impossible to make the disclosure necessary to obtain consent. For example, when the lawyer represents different clients in related matters and one of the clients refuses to consent to the disclosure necessary to permit the other client to make an informed decision, the lawyer cannot properly ask the latter to consent. In some cases the alternative to common representation can be that each party may have to obtain separate representation with the possibility of incurring additional costs. These costs, along with the benefits of securing separate representation, are factors that may be considered by the affected client in determining whether common representation is in the client's interests. 35 Model Rule 1.7 provides: (1) the lawyer reasonably believes that the lawyer will be able to provide competent and diligent representation to each affected client.
The authors use the hedge "may" to indicate that their claim is based on logical reasoning rather than certain fact. 16 the outcome is that the transaction or the representation is not allowed to go forward. As explained below, in the case of legal scholarship, however, when disclosure presents a similar inconvenience, the result is to allow the dual role and, astonishingly, to require less disclosure.
More specifically, conflicted scholars are told to disclose essentially two types of information. First, the material facts relating to receipt of direct or indirect payment for, or any personal economic interest in, any covered activity that the professor undertakes in a professorial capacity. The authors influence readers' interpretation by using the imperative "Note" to direct readers to pay particular attention to certain information. 
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As has been explained above, the ethics rules reach a different result: they do not allow the lawyer to go forward with conflicted representation, if obligations to others prevent the disclosures necessary for fully informed consent. Instead, they compel the lawyer to decline or withdraw from the representation. Again, the rules seem to have the priorities correct but neglect the possibility of simply not engaging in an activity that creates the conflict.
Both disclosure requirements seemed more attuned with allowing scholars to maximize their income, rather than encouraging the best possible efforts to avoid conflicts in the first place.
THE PROBLEM WITH DISCLOSURE

RISK SHIFTING
As noted, the issue of whether disclosure is adequate can be distilled to how the risk of a lack of objectivity should be allocated. approach, similar to that described above with respect to products, would be to ask which party could protect against the risk at the lower cost.
The answer to the risk shifting question may vary with the approach taken and the projected audience 41 but there are strong arguments for not allowing the risk to be shifted by way of disclosure. For example, from the economic perspective the question is whether legal scholarship is more like 40 See, e.g., supra note 5. 41 Given the number of ways conflict can arise and the nature of legal scholarship, it is possible it is already taken with a grain of salt. Like all law professors we would like to work from the premise that this is not the case.
The authors combine the obligation modal, "should," with shared disciplinary knowledge to express solidarity with readers and to emphasize readers' socialprofessional responsibility to apply research-attested knowledge in practice.
The authors use a hedge ("may") to acknowledge alternative perspectives and open a space for discussion with readers; then, the authors employ an attitude marker ("strong") to indicate their position.
toys with small parts or automobiles without airbags. The airbag analogy is more apt because the reader has no way to gauge the actual level of the risk.
Almost certainly the cost of recognizing existence of the bias, determining its impact, and discounting the worth of the scholarship based on that analysis is a huge one for the reader. In fact, to be perfectly safe the reader would be required to discount the validity of anything carrying a disclosure. 42 Interestingly, the cost to the scholar as a scholar is also high in that scholarship with a warning label is likely to be less valued. 43 Moreover, a simple rule against accepting remuneration above expenses would mean consulting is allocated in a manner most consistent with scholarly development.
From the point of view of the Kantian Categorical Imperative the answer also seems fairly straight forward. Those who moonlight and disclose are asking readers to take on the risks of conflicts of interest that they have The Rawlsian approach is more difficult. It requires one to envision a situation in which people not knowing if they are to be consumers or producers are asked if a disclosure rule would be accepted. On a broader perspective the issue is akin to whether people would prefer a society in which statements by others were dependable or, perhaps, one like our own in which nearly all statements are discounted for the possibility of exaggeration, imprecision, or fabrication. Two added pieces of information would also be available behind 42 Eliminating all disclosure requirements would exacerbate the problem in that the reader might well assume that all works are subject to conflicts. 43 This economic analysis can be expanded upon by asking if those made better off by a rule allowing moonlighting and disclosure could compensate those who are worse off by virtue protecting against bias. This would be an application of the Kaldor-Hick or wealth maximizing standard of efficiency but the issue still comes down to which party is, at the lower cost, able to guard against the risk.
The writers use the booster "in fact" to express certainty about the claim.
Harrison and Mashburn use the attitude marker "interestingly" to convey their stance in relation to the subject matter.
The authors appeal to shared knowledge to strengthen writer-reader solidarity or agreement. In doing so, they assign readers a role in co-constructing the argument.
The authors use the reader pronoun "our" to include themselves and readers as people with shared experiences.
the veil. The first this that only a small number of those with elite educations would become the producers. Further, this small group would be able to earn modest to significant sums of money by taking on the moonlighting activities that then, sometimes, intentionally affect their veracity. The twist here is that even those profiting from the ability to shift the risk of their own biases will be vulnerable to the same lack of dependency when it comes to the work of others. In short, everyone is negatively affected and very few are able to benefit. If one follows the Rawlsian assumption of risk aversion, adoption of a "disclosure is enough" rule seems unlikely.
Although there is room for debate, it is likely that the risk shifting implicit in disclosure is not justified by any number of approaches to fairness or efficiency. On final notion that should be dispensed with is the possible argument that by reading an article that includes a disclosure, the reader has thereby consented to whatever bias the article contains. This would be like saying that the parent of the child who swallows a small toy has consented to the harm caused because there is warning label. This notion of consent is similar to one advanced by Richard Posner in the 1980s and confuses risk with the actual harm that could result from that risk. 44 If this is the proper notion of consent then every driver involved in a car crash could be said to have consented to that crash even though the fault was that of another driver.
DISCLOSURE AS PERMISSION
Although there appears to be little written on the topic, it makes sense to pose the question of whether a general disclosure requirement would increase or decrease the instances of bias. In effect, could disclosure have a liberating effect because once the risk of bias has been shifted, those who might be biased may be inclined to lower their efforts to remain objective? Conversely, does the requirement of disclosure cause think tank employees to be more careful? In effect, they do not want the implications of the disclosure to be proven true.
There appears to be no answer to this question. The cynical view has an economic flavor to it and is understood by thinking in terms of the small toy example. If there is no liability for harm caused by swallowing small toys it lowers the manufacturing costs which generally means increase production. 44 See RICHARD ALLEN POSNER, THE ECONOMICS OF JUSTICE 94 (1981).
The writers use questions to present their argument and to engage readers with the subject matter.
Harrison and Mashburn convey their position and stance through multiple attitude markers.
origin of the bias toward optimism is believing that one's own actions are free from fault, or, in a word, self-righteousness causes optimism." and it is not hard to imagine that those involved in outside employment overestimate their ability to keep their two "masters" separate.
The self-evaluation or self enhancement effect has been found to be correlated with narcissism and ego involvement but not with higher levels of performance. 52 What these areas suggest is that even if one takes the benign view and believes those who are potentially subject to conflicts are mindful of possible effects and try hard to avoid the impact of outside interests on their scholarship, they are likely to over-estimate their ability to succeed.
CONCLUSION
The prevailing A.A.L.S. approach to conflicts in scholarship seems to be a solution arrived at by reasoning backwards from a conviction that scholars should be allowed to assume these dual roles. This is in stark contrast with other more consumer oriented, client protective approaches. It may be premised in part on an a priori on the assumption that disclosure produces 
